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Abstract

In response to the growing population of English language learners (ELLs) in a school
district in rural Iowa, professional development (PD) has been developed as a school
improvement plan to help teachers learn how to meet the needs of this population. This plan has
been developed based on a robust review of current literature on strategies to support ELL
students. The school improvement plan includes a pre-survey, six 1-hour sessions of PD plans,
PD resources (such as handouts and slides), and a post-survey. The intended outcome of the PD
is for teachers to feel more prepared to work with ELLs and to learn about strategies they can
implement in their own classrooms to effectively teach ELL students
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Introduction

English language learners (ELLs) are a growing population in our schools (Brice &
Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011). According to the National Center for
Educational Statistics (2020), in the fall of 2017, 5 million students (or 10.1% of students)
enrolled in United States public schools were English language learners. The number of ELLs
has increased from 3.8 million (or 8.1% of all public school students) in 2000. Many teachers—
both beginning teachers and veteran teachers—feel as though they are not adequately prepared to
best serve the language learners in their classrooms (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999;
Facella, Rampino, & Shea, 2005; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Mikel, Dunston, & Butler, 2017).
Some of the barriers that teachers face when educating ELLs include understanding students’
literacy level (of lack thereof) in their first language (L1), differentiating, establishing a
cooperative and welcoming classroom environment, and effectively assessing students (Diaz,
Cochran, & Karlin, 2016; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017; Walqui & Heritage,
2018). Professional development can provide teachers with the necessary background knowledge
of language acquisition, as well as strategies they will be able to implement into their own
specific teaching contexts to meet the needs of their diverse learners (Berg & Huang, 2015;
Coady, Harper, & De Jong, 2016; Hansen-Thomas, Langman, & Sokoloski, 2018; He, Journell,
& Faircloth, 2018).
According to Ortiz and Robertson (2018),
“[ELLs] do not always achieve their maximum potential because of a myriad of factors,
including the shortage of highly qualified teachers with expertise specific to the education
of [ELLs], lack of appropriate educational opportunities, and deficit views of cultural and
linguistic diversity.” (p. 177)
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In order to help language learners achieve their potential, teachers must have adequate training
and be aware of different strategies and resources to help them learn the language and the
content. Not only do teachers need to be aware of strategies to use with ELLs, they also need to
develop background knowledge on language acquisition (Facella et al., 2005; Ortiz & Robertson,
2018; Salva & Matis, 2017). This is important for teachers to understand their students better,
which will ultimately help them develop appropriate activities and assessments for these students
(Facella et al., 2005; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017).
To deliver the training that teachers need to work with English language learners, this
school improvement project details a professional development (PD) plan for a mid-sized school
district in Iowa. The primary intended outcome of this PD is improved teacher perception about
the teachers’ ability to serve their ELL students. Additionally, this PD aims to strengthen
teachers’ background knowledge on language development and acquisition, as well as provide
teachers with opportunities to learn about strategies to use in their classrooms. Last, the PD will
involve work time for teachers to apply their learning to their own lessons, activities, and/or
assessments.

ELL PD FOR K-12 TEACHERS

5
Literature Review

Research consistently indicates the ELL population in the United States is growing and
diversifying each year (Berg & Huang, 2015; Gray & Fleischman, 2004; Helfrich & Bosh,
2011). Thus, “educators must continually upgrade their skills to more effectively teach these
students” (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999, p. 53). Researchers suggest teachers are in need
of training and support to best serve ELLs (Berg & Huang, 2015; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011). By
better understanding who English language learners are, the challenges they face in schools, and
the challenges districts encounter, then we can begin to acknowledge how best to meet the needs
of these students.
English Language Learners
English language learners are a diverse group. Some ELLs are born in the United States
or have lived in the U.S. for some time, while other ELLs are recent immigrants or even refugees
(Berg & Huang, 2015; Salva & Matis, 2017). ELLs come to U.S. schools speaking a variety of
different languages. Ten of the most common home languages of ELLs in the United States
include Spanish, Arabic, Chinese, English (when students come from multilingual homes or have
been adopted from another country), Vietnamese, Somali, Russian, Portuguese, Haitian, and
Hmong (National Center for Education Statistics, 2020).
These students come from different backgrounds with varied cultural traditions and
exposure to schooling (Bunch, Kibler, & Pimentel, 2013). For instance, some ELLs might have a
significant amount of schooling in their first language (their L1), while others have had little to
no schooling in their L1 (Berg & Huang, 2015; Bunch et al., 2013; Salva & Matis, 2017). Salva
and Matis (2017) refer to students who have a limited or interrupted education as SLIFE
(students with limited or interrupted formal education). Students who are considered SLIFE not
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only need to learn English, they also need to learn how to do school. For example, students who
speak Somali are likely from Somalia, a country whose civil conflict has largely affected
education, keeping one of five Somali students out of school because of displacement (USAID,
2020b). Likewise, students who have immigrated from Haiti and speak Haitian have also had
significant issues accessing quality education in their home country (USAID, 2020a). Further,
students who speak Hmong likely come from families who have immigrated to the United States.
According to Vang (2003), many Hmong parents are not literate in Hmong or English due to
limited schooling opportunities. Students who are ELLs with a home language of Hmong may
have experienced limited or interrupted schooling before immigrating to the United States as
well. Speakers of Somali, Haitian, and Hmong are just three examples of some of the language
learners in United States classrooms who may also be SLIFE because of their country’s poor
educational systems and/or their limited access to quality education. Overall, ELLs are diverse
learners with diverse needs; thus, “teachers [must] make conscious and informed instructional
decisions based on [their] ELLs learning needs” (Coady et al., 2016, p. 363).
Educational Challenges for ELLS
While there are many challenges for teachers educating ELLs, there are just as many—if
not more—challenges for the ELL student. Two disadvantages for ELL students that affect their
academic achievement include coming from low-income families and trying to navigate an
education system in a new language (Barrow & Markman-Pithers, 2016). Furthermore, it takes
approximately 5-7 years for most students to become proficient in academic English (Barrow &
Markman-Pithers, 2016; Nargund-Joshi & Bautista, 2016). But because it is inefficient to wait
for students to be proficient in English before teaching them content, like science and American
history, students are learning content in the language they are also learning (Berg & Huang,
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2015; Bunch et al., 2013; Nargund-Joshi & Bautista, 2016; Salva & Matis, 2017). This tends to
create achievement gaps between language learners and non-language learners (Barrow &
Markman-Pithers, 2016; Facella et al., 2005) that largely lead to ELL students not achieving
their potential (Ortiz & Robertson, 2018). Since ELLs face a variety of disadvantages, Barrow
and Markman Pithers (2016) emphasize it can be difficult to determine which disadvantages are
root causes for leading ELLs to lower educational outcomes.
Darby & Rury (2018) share that “[social] scientists define achievement gaps as stable and
statistically significant differences in the average performance of students at the same grade level
but from distinct demographic or economic groups on standardized tests” (p. 17). Evidence of an
achievement gap between ELLs and non-ELLs can be seen in national and state statistics. Even
though some data differentiate between ELLs and non-ELLs, it is significant to acknowledge that
as ELLs become proficient, they are no longer labeled as ELLs (Barrow & Markman-Pithers,
2016). Gaps may still exist between former ELLs and native English speakers, but former ELLs
are not as easily identified.
Some risks for ELLs who fall academically behind their peers include being misidentified
as having a learning disability and then consequently being misplaced in a special education
program (Rishel & Miller, 2017). During the 2015-2016 school year, 4,617,437 ELLs were
identified in U.S. public schools, with 608,950 (13.2%) having been identified as a student with a
disability served under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (U.S. Department
of Education, 2016b). In Iowa for the same school year, 24,270 students were identified as ELLs
and 3,631 (15%) were identified as having a disability and were served under IDEA (U.S.
Department of Education, 2016b). In contrast, while 3,255,040 students were enrolled in gifted
and talented programs in U.S. public schools during the 2015-2016 school year, only 2.6%
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(84,660 students) were ELLs (U.S. Department of Education, 2016a). In Iowa for the same
school year, 44,083 students were enrolled in gifted and talented programs with 168 ELLs
(0.4%) enrolled in gifted and talented programs (U.S. Department of Education, 2016a).
According to this data, more ELLs were placed in special education programs than talented and
gifted programs across the U.S. and in the state of Iowa during the 2015-2016 school year.
Additionally, ELLs who may have been high academic achievers in their home country—
but are now struggling learners due to the cognitive and linguistic demand of school in a new
country and a new language—may also lose self-esteem and experience anxiety (Rishel &
Miller, 2017). In addition to aspects like alienation from peers and intolerance of ELLs’ home
language(s) and cultural differences that can affect ELLs’ learning (Rishel & Miller, 2017), it is
common that ELL parents lack proficiency in the language (English) in which their children are
educated, affecting students’ academic growth and development (Barrow & Markman-Pithers,
2016; Volante, Klinger, & Bilgili, 2018). Another risk is that ELLs may develop a fixed mindset
and believe that they are bad at science or that they are not good readers (Salva & Matis, 2017).
With a fixed mindset, the student believes that his or her intelligence or potential is permanent,
which negatively affects his or her academic growth and achievement.
Some of the long-term effects of achievement gaps for ELLs lead to a difference in
graduation rates and SAT testing compared to non-ELLs. For example, the graduation rate of
ELLs (labeled limited English proficient on the data table) for the 2016-2017 school year for the
United States was 66% compared to the total graduation rate of all students, which was 85%
(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2018b). Specifically for the state of Iowa, the limited
English proficient graduation rate was also lower at 80% compared to 91% for all students for
the 2016-2017 school year (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2018b). In regard to SAT

ELL PD FOR K-12 TEACHERS
testing, 1,360,000 students (63.6% of total SAT test takers in the U.S.) identified as speaking
English-only took the SAT in 2018 compared to 415,000 students (19.4% of total SAT test
takers) identified as speaking English and another language (National Center for Educational
Statistics, 2018a). On average, students speaking English-only scored 1083 on the SAT, while
students speaking English and another language scored 1056 (National Center for Educational
Statistics, 2018a). For ELLs compared to their English-only speaking peers, these numbers
indicate lower graduation rates, fewer ELLs taking the SAT, and lower SAT scores.
Looking specifically at Iowa, gaps are also apparent in the number of ELLs who pursue
college, as well as the number of those ELLs who enroll in remedial courses at Iowa colleges.
When comparing the average Iowa ELL student graduates from 2015-2017, only 899 of the
2,152 (41.8%) enrolled in college within a year of graduation (Iowa Department of Education,
2019b) and 337 of those 899 (41.6%) were required to enroll in remedial courses at Iowa
colleges (2019c). In comparison, of the 97,041 non-ELL high school graduates (3-year average
of high school graduates from 2015-2017 in Iowa), 66,171 students (68.2%) enrolled in college
within a year of graduating high school (Iowa Department of Education, 2019b) and 8,890
students (17.2%) enrolled in remedial courses at Iowa colleges (2019c). These gaps between
ELLs and non-ELLs lead to overall lower levels of education attained for ELLs, and in turn,
lower wages earned (Barrow & Markman-Pithers, 2016).
District Responsibilities
The reality for districts across the United States is that the ELL population in K-12
schools is growing faster than the number of highly qualified ELL instructors (Russell & Von
Esch, 2018). This creates several challenges for teachers, especially since—regardless of grade
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level—teachers have ELLs at different stages of language learning and development (Berg &
Huang, 2015; Facella et al., 2005).
Even though this population is growing, teachers in many districts still lack training and
collaboration opportunities to work together to meet the needs of these learners (Brice &
Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Facella et al., 2005; Mikel, et al., 2017). Russell and Von Esch
(2018), as well as Helfrich and Bosh (2011), suggest that districts must leverage existing
expertise among teachers and collaborate to serve this population through professional
development, grade-level meetings, and instructional coaching. Specifically, Russell and Von
Esch (2018) speak from leadership experience as they describe how teacher leaders can help to
model appropriate and effective ELL practices and encourage content teachers to observe model
teachers interacting with ELLs.
In order to address the academic challenges of ELLs, districts need to consider what they
can do to support teachers in educating ELLs. Even Ortiz and Robertson (2018) share that one
teacher preparation program cannot perfectly prepare educators for working with the diversity of
ELLs in all schools. Thus, professional development, district-level expertise, and experiences are
essential to continue educating teachers on serving the ELL population (Berg & Huang, 2015;
Russell & Von Esch, 2016). Russell and Von Esch (2016) emphasize districts must prioritize
helping teachers provide quality instruction for ELLs across grade levels and content areas.
Some topics for professional development on working with ELLs should include language
acquisition and strategies for differentiating and making grade-level academic content accessible
(Berg & Huang, 2015; Ortiz & Robertson, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017). Coady et al. (2016) also
emphasize the need for teachers to learn about specific linguistic supports that are intentional and
planned for ELLs.
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Professional Development Options
Various literature reviews and studies have been conducted that indicate effective
approaches for helping districts meet the needs of teachers through professional development
(Berg & Huang, 2015; Brown & Militello, 2016; Cavazos et al., 2018; Coady et al., 2016; Hunter
& Hall, 2017). Many of the research studies are very specific to grade level, content area, or
demographic area, such as a specific state or even school district. Thus, generalizing the results
can be difficult. Both the literature reviews and studies indicate features of effective professional
development, such as collaboration, observation, contextualized needs, practice and time to
implement learning, reflection, and follow-up (Berg & Huang, 2015; Cavazos et al., 2018;
Russell & Von Esch, 2018). Several of the methods for providing PD include an in-service
program (Berg & Huang, 2015; Hansen-Thomas et al., 2018; He, et al., 2018), job-embedded
professional development (Cavazos et al., 2018), coaching (Berg & Huang, 2015; Cavazos et al.,
2018; Russell & Von Esch, 2018), and using social networking (Hunter & Hall, 2017; Krutka,
Carpenter, & Trust, 2016).
In-Service Program. Berg and Huang (2015), Hansen-Thomas et al. (2018), and He et
al. (2018) conducted separate studies to target a gap in the research, as they found that most
studies focus on culturally responsive teaching rather than linguistically responsive teaching.
Their studies found that in-service PD programs can help teachers gain knowledge and
experience to effectively change their teaching practices to better serve ELLs’ linguistic needs.
In particular, Berg and Huang (2015) conducted a two-semester long study of an inservice PD program for K-12 teachers to serve ELLs. The goal of Berg and Huang’s research
was to see how a functional approach to language learning could help teachers integrate language
within their content teaching to support ELLs. At the end of the study, Berg and Huang (2015)
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found from their pre- and post-surveys, observations, and interviews, the K-12 teachers
recognized the significance of understanding language development, the role language plays in
learning content, and the need for differentiated instruction. Berg and Huang (2015) also noticed
a change in teachers’ practices, as they were incorporating their learning into their teaching.
Likewise, Hansen-Thomas et al. (2018), provided a year and a half long PD course for
educators in public schools in the southwestern portion of the U.S. The course specifically
focused on explicitly training teachers on using language objectives, and the study examined
how content area teachers used (or did not use) language objectives “to contextualize their
teaching for learning” (Hansen-Thomas et al., 2018, Introduction section.). Through a graduate
course, classroom observations, surveys, and interviews, Hansen-Thomas et al. (2018) found that
teachers taking the course showed an increase in their understanding of the role language plays
in content instruction compared to the control group who did not have the explicit training and
support.
Similarly, He et al. (2018) examined a teacher’s change in his teaching practice during
and after taking a course on incorporating academic language instruction through the sheltered
instructional observation protocol (SIOP) and service learning. At the conclusion of this study,
the teacher demonstrated intentional planning for language within his classroom instruction, and
he actively involved families and the community in his curriculum. While He et al. (2018)
acknowledge that this study demonstrates a teacher can effectively use SIOP and engage the
community with classroom learning projects after going through PD, they realize generalizing
their results is challenging due to their limited participant.
Overall, the studies from Berg and Huang (2015), Hansen-Thomas et al. (2018), and He
et al. (2018) indicate that an in-service approach that takes place over an extended period of time
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has the potential to positively impact teachers’ perceptions and practice in the classroom for
serving ELLs.
Customized PD. Cavazos et al. (2018) conducted a study on job-embedded professional
development (JEPD) in reading for first grade teachers of ELLs. The JPED was based on
effective PD strategies as it was content focused and provided active learning, coherence, and
opportunities for collective participation. Cavazos et al. (2018) found that all teachers involved
in the study performed better on the content post-test after the JEPD. Teachers also indicated a
positive perception of the JEPD. Ultimately, Cavazos et al. (2018) stated that because of their
“comprehensive, customized approach to professional development with follow-up supports” the
teachers showed “increased learning and implementation of newly learned instructional
practices” (p. 212). Cavazos et al. (2018) also share that the JEPD was likely effective because
of additional on-site support, such as observations, coaching, feedback, and modeling.
Similarly, Russell and Von Esch (2018) observed two effective teacher leaders build trust
among colleagues and administrators, share their knowledge through whole staff training and
coaching, and work with building principals to support ELLS. More specifically, Russell and
Von Esch (2018) note that these teacher leaders were effective because they worked with
teachers to identify areas of need for training in regard to ELLs. Then, the teacher leaders
approached the building principals to assist them in making a PD plan and scheduling time for
specific ELL PD for the district’s teachers. Russell and Von Esch (2018) emphasize the teacher
leaders in this school district were successful because they were able to identify specific needs in
the district, develop a plan to address those needs, and support teachers through coaching and
modeling.

ELL PD FOR K-12 TEACHERS

14

Both Cavazos et al. (2018) and Russell and Von Esch (2018) describe customized, on-site
PD as effective because of its relevance to the teachers and ELLs. The JEPD and coaching allow
for content-focused, active learning, as well as follow-up support for teachers.
Social Networking. Both Hunter and Hall (2017) and Krutka et al. (2016) examined
teachers’ use of social networks to grow professionally and collaborate with other teachers.
Hunter and Hall (2017) surveyed 154 teachers across the U.S. and found that K-12 teachers
frequently use social networks to discuss educational topics, connect with other educators, and
build professional relationships. Krutka et al. (2016) surveyed 537 teachers and found that
teachers engage in a professional learning network (PLN) to collaborate, share professional
information, and participate in online learning opportunities that are of interest to them.
Additionally, both Hunter and Hall (2017) and Krutka et al. (2016) found that teachers are most
likely to use social networks to find information and resources for their classrooms. In regard to
PD, social networking in this way allows teachers to build their PLNs so that their professional
growth is specific for their needs (Krutka et al., 2016).
Features of Effective PD. Although these aforementioned studies have been varied, they
have features in common, such as sustained learning over time, time to practice, time to
implement new learning, and opportunities for follow-up, feedback, and support (Berg & Huang,
2015; Hansen-Thomas et al., 2018; He et al., 2018). Brown and Militello (2016) have identified
these same features as effective features of PD. More specifically, Brown and Militello (2016)
conducted a specific study to determine what effective professional development looks like
through the eyes of the building principal. They surveyed 34 school principals from North
Carolina, asking them to rate the level to which they agreed or disagreed with the statements
regarding PD. Brown and Militello (2016) also grouped participants based on their responses and
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conducted a group interview asking them to elaborate on their responses. From these surveys and
interviews, Brown and Militello (2016) found principals stressed three factors: effective PD must
be sustained over time and allow for collaboration and follow-up. Likewise, Coady et al. (2016)
make the case for follow-up after learning as well after studying two teachers in the southeastern
portion of the U.S. They studied the teachers’ perceptions and practices with ELLs to see if the
teachers used what they had learned through their undergraduate courses in their classrooms.
Based on observations, surveys, and interviews, Coady et al. (2016) concluded the teachers
understood what they learned in their courses to serve ELLs; however, they needed follow-up to
intentionally plan for, implement, and reflect on strategies used with ELLs. Coady et al. (2016)
observed the teachers’ using strategies in their classrooms that could benefit ELLs; however, the
strategies were not intentionally planned, and teachers often used “just-in-time” scaffolding and
supports. Thus, learning over time, time to practice, time to implement, and opportunities for
collaboration and follow-up have been found to be features of effective PD.
Educating Teachers
Once a district determines an effective approach to provide PD to teachers, the content
for the PD must be decided upon and developed. For ELL PD in particular—to be well-prepared
to work with ELLs—teachers need to know their students and understand second language
acquisition (Berg & Huang, 2015; Cavazos et al., 2018; Salva & Matis), as well as the English
Language Proficiency Standards and ELP assessments (Council of Chief State School Officers,
2014). Teachers also need to learn about and use effective experience and research-based
strategies with ELLs (Coady et al., 2015; Ortiz & Robertson, 2018; Russell & Von Esch, 2018).
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Second Language Acquisition
Content teachers need to be familiar with second language acquisition (SLA) and SLA
theories (Berg & Huang, 2015; Cavazos et al., 2015; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria,
2008). This knowledge will help them to understand the students they are working with so they
can best meet their linguistic needs (Berg & Huang, 2015; Cavazos et al., 2015; Facella et al.,
2005; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Ortiz & Robertson, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt &
Echevarria, 2008). More specifically, students’ linguistic needs can be met with instructional
supports and differentiation strategies for activities, assignments, and assessments (Berg &
Huang, 2015; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). With an understanding for their
students’ language acquisition and proficiency levels, teachers can then use the most appropriate
supports for their students to help them be as successful as possible (Cavazos et al., 2015; Vogt
& Echevarria, 2008).
Second language acquisition is defined by various theories. A few include the
Critical/Sensitive Period Hypothesis (Bailey & Heritage, 2010) and the Input Hypothesis and
Output Hypothesis (Lems, Miller, & Soro, 2017). These different theories “describe the nature
and the course of language development” (Bailey & Heritage, 2010, p. 1). The Critical/Sensitive
Period Hypothesis argues that a period exists during which learners of a language will be able to
gain native-like levels of proficiency if they are exposed to the second language during this
period. (Bailey & Heritage, 2010). The Critical/Sensitive Period is considered to be before
students reach puberty. Stephen Krashen’s Input Hypothesis suggests that students need to be
exposed to language at an appropriate level to acquire it (Lems et al., 2017). This language
should be “comprehensible’” for language learners, which means they should be able to
understand most, if not all, of it (Lems et al., 2017; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria,
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2008). Swain’s Output Hypothesis suggests that students also need opportunities to interact and
produce language (Lems et al., 2017).
Mozayan (2015) also discusses language proficiency in terms of cognitive demand and
use, specifically referring to BICS and CALPS as described by Cummins. BICS stands for Basic
Interpersonal Communication Skills and CALP stands for Cognitive Academic Language
Proficiency (Mozayan, 2015). BICS are skills used in informal social situations, like riding the
bus, walking through the halls, and going to the doctor’s office. CALP includes formal
interactions and skills for higher order tasks, like comparing, categorizing, synthesizing,
evaluating, and inferring. Understanding BICS and CALP is significant for teachers so they can
consider the difficulty of tasks they assign to students and differentiate for students’ level of
understanding in English (He et al., 2018; Mozayan, 2015).
To help make language acquisition more concrete for teachers to understand, Vogt and
Echevarria (2008) describe language acquisition in terms of fluid levels, including preproduction (student has limited comprehension of the language and may go through a silent
period), early production (student may give one or two word responses), early speech emergence
(student can use simple sentences), early intermediate (student has some proficiency in language
and can begin to expand on simple ideas), intermediate (student has greater proficiency in
communicating and can partake in more challenging academic activities), early advanced
(student communicates well and comprehends well), and advanced (student has near-native
fluency in language and can perform well academically). Vogt and Echevarria (2008) provide
these leveled descriptors to give teachers a general idea of what a language learner can do in
English with the understanding that the level does not indicate the students’ cognitive ability.
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SLA theories have been shared with teachers through several studies conducted by Berg
& Huang (2015), Cavazos et al. (2018), He et al. (2015), and Russell and Von Esch (2018). The
researchers found that this background knowledge on SLA affected teachers’ perception of and
responsibility for assisting and supporting ELLs in their teaching contexts.
ELP Standards & ELPA21
With background knowledge in SLA, as well as BICS and CALP, teachers can (and
should) begin to understand and use the English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards (Bailey
& Heritage, 2010). The ELP standards are significant because even though different SLA
theories exist, the theories do not easily define language acquisition into stages or levels since
SLA is not necessarily linear (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2014). However, Bailey
and Heritage (2010), as well as Vogt and Echevarria (2008) suggest that being aware of SLA
theories helps to more clearly outline steps towards language proficiency. Thus, states have
developed their own descriptions of stages to define the progression of language development to
help ELL teachers and content teachers understand language learners and collaborate to meet
their needs. Even with these descriptors, the Council of Chief State School Officers (2014)
cautions that a student’s ELL status is temporary and “identifies what a student knows and can
do at a particular stage of English language development” rather than strictly identifying him or
her as a “Level 1” or “emergent” learner (pp. 3-4).
The state of Iowa is part of the ELPA21 consortium. This consortium has two
assessments: a dynamic screener and an annual assessment (ELPA21, 2018). The dynamic
screener is used to screen incoming language learners and identify their proficiency status and
performance levels. The results of the screener determine whether a student is eligible for
placement in the English language learning program. The annual assessment assesses ELLs’
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language proficiency during the spring semester. The results of this assessment demonstrate an
ELL’s regression or growth in English in the four language domains: listening, speaking,
reading, and writing (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020). The annual ELPA21 score also
determines whether a student exits an ELL program or remains eligible for ELL services.
ELPA21 defines English proficiency in three ways: emerging, progressing, and proficient
(Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020). If a student scores “emerging” on the dynamic screener or
summative assessment, the student has not yet reached a level of English language proficiency
that is needed to complete higher-order thinking tasks, like producing and interpreting content or
collaborating on academic tasks (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020). A student whose score
determines him or her as “progressing” is described as “approaching” a level of English language
proficiency at which the student can complete the aforementioned higher-order thinking skills
(Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020, Independent Student Report section). A student who scores
“proficient” has attained a level of English language proficiency in order to independently
complete higher order thinking tasks in academic English (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020).
These levels of proficiency help define milestones in a student’s skill development and
progression towards English language proficiency.
The ELPA21 consortium further defines a student’s English proficiency by performance
level. The performance level scale has 5 levels: 1-Beginning, 2-Early Intermediate, 3Intermediate, 4-Early Advanced, and 5-Advanced (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020). These
levels then coordinate with the five levels within the 10 ELP Standards. Teachers are encouraged
to reference the ELP standards to better understand what skills their ELLs are capable of and
what level is appropriate to support them in reaching the next ELP level. For example, if a
student scored a Level 2 for reading, then the student is generally capable of performing the
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skills within the Level 2 indicator of the ELP standards regarding reading. The student’s teacher
will need to look at the Level 3 indicators for the ELP standards regarding reading and provide
appropriate scaffolds to help the student reach that next level of English language proficiency in
reading. Bunch et al. (2013) caution, though, that teachers must remember a student’s language
level is fluid and the scaffolds a teacher provides should not be permanent but ever-changing
with the student as his or her language develops.
The ELP standards are organized such that the first seven standards involve the language
students need in order to participate in other content classes (Council of Chief State School
Officers, 2014). The final three standards expand on the skills established in the first seven
standards. It is important to note the ELP standards remain consistent across grade levels;
however, the five level descriptors are adjusted for grade bands. More specifically, the level
descriptors are specific for kindergarteners, first and second graders, third through fifth graders,
sixth through eighth graders, and ninth through twelfth graders.
Experience and Research-Based Strategies for ELLs
The literature provides teachers with experience and research-based strategies to support
ELLs across grade levels and content areas. With a foundational understanding of language
acquisition, the state’s ELP Standards, and the ELP assessments and data, teachers can begin
using experience and research-based strategies and scaffolds to provide ELLs with access to
grade level academic content (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2014). This is essential in
continuing to develop students’ language and helping them to transfer skills from their first
language into English (August, 2018; Walqui & Heritage, 2018). Ultimately, these strategies are
essential for ELLs to continue developing language and learning content.
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General Strategies. Many researchers and experienced teachers have shared success
with several general strategies that can be used to support ELLs in various contexts. Some of
these general strategies include wait time (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Ferlazzo &
Sypnieski, 2018; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011), modeling (August, 2008; Facella et al., 2005; Ferlazzo
& Sypnieski, 2018; Gray & Fleischman, 2004; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017;
Vogt & Echevarria, 2008), providing visual support, gesturing, adapting speech (Brice &
Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008), and using small
group activities (Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria).
Wait Time. More specifically, Brice, an assistant professor for the Department of
Communicative Disorders at the University of Central Florida, and Roseberry-McKibbin, an
associate professor of speech pathology and audiology at California State University, (1999)
share that wait time gives ELLs time to process information and language. Both Ferlazzo and
Sypnieski (2018) and Helfrich and Bosh (2011) emphasize the significance of wait time as well
based on their own review of the literature and experiences working with ELLs. Helfrich and
Bosh (2011) add that ELLs are often quiet in class because they are trying to listen intently and
understand what is being said. Among their “tips form the classroom,” Ferlazzo and Sypnieski
(2018) underscore the need for wait time as they share that ELLs are often “thinking and
producing in two or more languages” but will more frequently provide a better response when
they have at least 3-5 more seconds to think (Rate of Speech and Wait Time section). Thus, wait
time, which is a strategy any teacher can use in any setting, can provide ELLs with necessary
processing time to partake in classroom discussions and activities.
Modeling, Visual Support, & Gesturing. Modeling provides a visual representation for
ELLs (August, 2008; Facella et al., 2005; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Gray & Fleischman,
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2004; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). While reviewing
instructional strategies for ELLs, Gray and Fleischman, both Principal Research Scientists at the
American Institutes for Research (AIR) (2004), found that modeling, gesturing, and providing
visual support help ELLs associate an action with the language so they have an idea for what
they are expected to do. Gesturing in particular helps direct an ELL’s attention. For example, if a
teacher is reading the objective on the board, he or she can gesture to the objective and to each
word as he or she reads to help ELLs follow along (Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria,
2008). Similarly, visual support, such as pictures, videos, and props, also provide ELLs with
something concrete to associate new language (Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). In particular, Facella
et al. (2005) conducted a study during which they interviewed early childhood educators to find
out about strategies the teachers were using that were effective with ELLs. They found the
majority of the teachers noted that visual support, such as pictures, videos, and props, as well as
gesturing, helped to reinforce the new language.
Adapting Speech. Further, adapting one’s speech, such as avoiding idioms (i.e. sayings,
such as hit the hay) or at least explaining the sayings first, and speaking at a comprehendible rate
in simple language can also be beneficial to ELLs (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Ferlazzo
& Sypnieski, 2018; Gray & Fleischman, 2004; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008).
This strategy is mentioned from researchers’ and teachers’ experience working with ELLs,
largely because of its common-sense nature.
Small Group Work & Peer Interactions. Students will be more likely to learn the
language when they are given ample opportunities to use it (Vogt & Echevarria, 2008; Salva &
Matis, 2017). Small group work and peer interactions provide ELLs with a more comfortable
setting to speak English among their peers (Helfrich & Bosh, 2011). More specifically, Helfrich
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and Bosh (2011) share that partner-share, peer tutoring, and intentional grouping will allow
ELLs and non-ELLs to work together to acquire knowledge. Vogt and Echevarria (2008) suggest
teachers consider meaningful grouping that will support the objectives of the lesson.
Walqui and Heritage (2018) share specific examples of small group work and peer
interactions among ELLs and their peers from observed experiences in the classroom. In
particular, Walqui and Heritage (2018) suggest using “A Framework for Oral Production” to
organize students’ responses and interactions, starting with identification of the purpose for the
oral production, ideas to discuss, organization of the oral production, sentence structure, words
within the sentences, and pronunciation of those specific words. From their classroom
observations, Walqui and Heritage (2018) conclude well-planned small group work and peer
interactions that follow a framework allow for meaningful interactions for ELLs and non-ELLs,
which support language development (especially speech production) and content learning.
ELLs as Assets. Another significant strategy, viewing ELLs as assets, has been
identified through research studies, experience, and literature reviews. August (2018), Ferlazzo
(2012), Mikel et al. (2017), Russell and Von Esch (2018), Salva and Matis (2017), Seidlitz
(2018), and Walqui and Heritage (2018) all emphasize that teachers must view ELLs as assets to
their classrooms. In particular, (Diaz et al., 2016) conducted a study on ELL students’
perceptions on teacher power and the impact of that power on the ELL students’ perceptions of
their own competency. Diaz et al. (2016) interviewed ELLs and found ELLS felt that good
teachers encourage, relate, listen, explain, and hold ELLs to high standards. Bad teachers were
negative, close-minded, unwilling to help, and held unrealistic expectations for ELLs. Diaz et al.
(2016) also discovered that ELLs felt less competent because of their teachers’ perceptions. In
sum, teachers’ perceptions of students have a significant effect on students. ELLs, like any
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students, are valuable and deserve teachers’ love, support, and respect because they are human;
our Christian faith requires we love students as parts of the body of Christ (Holy Bible: NRSV
Catholic Edition, 1993, 1 Corinthians 12).
Although many educators may feel apprehensive about having ELLs in their classrooms,
researchers and educators argue from experience and personal beliefs that these students should
be valued first and foremost because they are students, and secondly, because they bring varied
perspectives and experiences to school (Ferlazzo, 2012; Gray & Fleischman, 2004; Russell &
Von Esch, 2018). Seidlitz (2018)—a workshop leader for ELL PD—emphasized that ELLs can
serve as a valuable resource to their classmates and teachers. Ultimately, ELLs have the potential
to be a “benefit and treasure for enlightening native English speakers” (Salva & Matis, 2017, p.
39). By viewing ELLs in the classroom as a benefit rather than a burden, teachers can begin to
establish positive student-teacher relationships as well as a supportive classroom community.
Supportive Classroom Communities. Researchers and educators alike emphasize the
significant role a supportive classroom community plays in ELLs’ educational experience.
Specifically, from teaching experience, Ferlazzo (2012) has found that a supportive classroom
environment has the potential to increase an ELL’s self-confidence and willingness to take risks
in class. Walqui and Heritage (2010) also emphasized that a trusting class culture is foundational
for ELLs to feel comfortable learning and producing language. Walqui and Heritage (2018)
encourage teachers to establish classroom norms that are based on respect, like listening to all
students, not interrupting peers, and not ridiculing others for making mistakes, to help create a
welcoming learning environment for ELLs. Similarly, Salva, who has taught ELL and SLIFE
students, and Matis, who was an immigrant and ELL as a child, (2017) suggest a related idea:
developing a social contract for each class. This contract is created by the class with teacher
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guidance and states the expectations for students and the teacher. Salva and Matis (2017) attest to
this from experience, sharing that when students hold ownership in classroom rules and
expectations, they are more likely to abide by the items of the contract since they helped write
them and have agreed upon them.
Comprehensible Input & Access to Grade Level Content. Salva and Matis (2017)
define comprehensible input as “any written or spoken message that is understandable to a
language learner because of the context” (p. 51). Krashen, Lee, and Lao (2017) echo this idea,
adding that comprehensible input must be slightly challenging, yet interesting and compelling, so
the learner is excited. Krashen et al. (2017) describe various studies illustrating how compelling
comprehensible input has helped students improve their language learning. In one study,
English-speaking students in San Francisco participated in a Chinese summer program to
improve upon their heritage language of Chinese. The program provided students with text in
Chinese, such as stories, graphic novels, and book series. The program allowed time for readalouds, free reading, cooking, singing, and other activities that involved reading. Before the
program, only 33% of students said they read in Chinese, whereas after the program, 83% said
they would read texts in Chinese. Krashen et al. (2017), describe other studies where students
have experienced compelling comprehensible input through television shows and book series,
and in all the studies, the students acquired the second language (English) well.
One way to make grade level academic content comprehensible and accessible to ELLs is
by providing an example through modeling (Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). The visual and aural
support of modeling provides ELLs with something concrete to connect the language they are
exposed to with the task they are expected to complete (August 2018; Facella et al., 2005;
Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Grau & Fleischman, 2005; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt &
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Echevarria, 2008). Additionally, a teacher can use a lead or signal statement to cue ELLs into the
task at hand (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Salva & Matis, 2017). These lead statements
must be taught ahead of time but can then serve as an indication to help direct a language
learner’s attention (Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008).
Comprehensible input is significant because it has the potential to help students have
access to grade level academic content (August, 2018; Nargund-Joshi & Bautista, 2016; Salva &
Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008; Walqui & Heritage, 2018). This is important because
ELLs are able to benefit from engagement with peers and they will feel that the materials are
worth working on (August, 2018). From their own learning and teaching experiences, Salva and
Matis (2017) provide suggestions for making input comprehensible and accessible for students,
such as having students “verbalize to internalize” during a lesson (p. 60). This might be chorally
reading the objective in class, so that ELLs have a low-stress opportunity to read aloud and
practice speaking English. Salva and Matis (2017) also suggest giving ELLs an opportunity to
write at least one sentence in English each day. Vogt and Echevarria (2008) expand on these
ideas, suggesting that teachers combine a variety of techniques to clarify content concepts,
remembering to use appropriate body language, adapted speech based on students’ language
proficiency levels, demonstrations, gestures, and hands-on activities. In sum, providing
comprehensible input meets ELLs at their language proficiency level so that they can engage in
classroom activities while using English, which consequently allows them to improve upon their
English language acquisition and learn content.
Literacy Instruction. Several key strategies to support ELLs with literacy instruction
include intentional book selection (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Ferlazzo, 2012;
Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017), helping students
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make connections to the text, using a preview-view-review model with stories (Ferlazzo &
Sypnieski, 2018), read alouds (Mikel et al., 2017), and explicit vocabulary instruction (Barrow &
Markman-Pithers, 2016; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Mikel et al., 2017). These strategies have
largely been described as effective by researchers and educators based on classroom observation
and experience.
Particularly, Mikel et al. (2017), Ferlazzo (2012), Ferlazzo and Sypnieski (2018), and Salva
and Matis (2017) encourage teachers to think about their text selection and strongly consider
multilingual and cultural texts so ELLs can relate or make connections to the content and
characters. When students can relate to the story in some way, they are likely to be more
interested in the text and be able to associate new learning with their past experiences (Brice &
Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; and Ferlazzo,
2012). Another strategy to support ELLs is using a “preview-view-review” pattern (Ferlazzo &
Sypnieski, 2018). Previewing a text, such as going over the setting, key vocabulary, author, and
context of the story will help ELLs gain background information on the story before reading it.
While “viewing” the story, Mikel et al. (2017) and Krashen et al. (2017) suggest teachers read
aloud the story, or parts of the story, to model proper pronunciation, expression, rate of reading,
pausing, and intonation. After “viewing” the story, reviewing is important so students have
additional exposure to the content and language, which will help to support students’ language
learning (Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Facella et al., 2005). Overall, these general literacy
strategies can be used across grade levels and content area to support students’ literacy learning.
Writing Instruction. For ELLs to become writers in English, they need frequent, lowstress writing opportunities and thoughtful feedback (Ferlazzo, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017). One
strategy to scaffold writing for ELLs is using sentence starters or writing frames (Brice &
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Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; and Salva & Matis, 2017). By
providing a sentence starter or writing frame, the writing task is scaffolded for ELLs so they can
focus on one part of the writing task. For example, if a teacher were to ask students what they
learned from the class debate, the teacher might provide the following sentence starter: “Today, I
learned…” or “My learning is important because…”. A similar scaffold is providing ELLs with
a writing frame to help them build their writing (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Ferlazzo
& Sypnieski, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017). More specifically, the writing frame is a scaffold that
can be used to support ELLs in a longer piece of writing, such as a paragraph or even a paper.
For instance, the writing frame could be used to outline aspects of a paragraph, like the topic
sentence, transitional phrases within the paragraph, or the conclusion sentence (Salva & Matis,
2017). Both sentence starters and writing frames can be adjusted (or even removed) based on
ELLs’ language needs.
Another writing strategy is sharing writing experiences with small groups or the entire
class (Bunch et al., 2014; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017). The shared writing
experience allows the teacher to discuss and model the writing expectations for the task at hand.
This strategy utilizes modeling, which has already been identified as an effective strategy for
ELLs (August, 2008; Facella et al., 2005; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Gray & Fleischman,
2004; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). The teacher can
use an “I do, we do, you do” pattern as he or she models the shared writing, which allows for
gradual release of responsibility for the students. In addition to the shared writing experience,
another method to support ELLs’ writing is through micro-writing, which Ferlazzo (2018)
describes as mini-writing experiences to promote writing for ELLs. Ferlazzo (2018) uses microwriting with his own students to allow them more frequent writing experiences and feedback to
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support and help them improve their writing. In sum, writing supports can be used in any class,
but they must be intentionally planned for and implemented to support ELLs’ development of
writing in English (Coady et al., 2016).
Assessments. Vogt and Echevarria (2008) share that “[best] practice—and common
sense—dictate that we assess students before during, and after lessons, and that assessment
findings guide lesson design and instruction” (p. 175). One strategy to assess ELLs is to use a
check for understanding, (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Walqui & Heritage, 2018). These
quick checks can be used before ELLs even begin a task in order to make sure the students
understand what they are being asked to do. A check for understanding can be as simple as
asking students to summarize the directions for the task. However, teachers must consider ELLs
language levels and may need to explicitly teach the instructions and vocabulary that the students
will need to complete the task (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Salva & Matis, 2017;
Walqui & Heritage, 2018). Additionally, checks for understanding can be used during and after a
lesson so teachers can better gauge ELLs’ understanding of the lesson’s content and skills. These
checks for understanding are informal but formative, which can help the teacher make
adjustments to his or her future instruction.
When differentiating formal formative and summative assessments for ELLs, teachers
should review the ELP standards and consider students’ English skill levels (Bailey & Heritage,
2010). ELLs must be assessed on the skill rather than their understanding of English, which
could affect an ELL’s ability to show what he or she actually knows on an assessment. For
instance, if a teacher were assessing students’ abilities to identify and describe differences, and
the teacher asks students to describe the difference between two pictures by writing sentences, an
ELL might not be able to show the teacher that he or she can do that because he or she cannot yet
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write well in English (Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017). Thus, the teacher will need
to consider alternative ways the ELL can complete the assessment—possibly through pointing or
speaking. It is likely the ELL is able to complete the task, just not in the same way as other
students (Salva & Matis, 2017). Ultimately, assessments should reflect what teachers are
assessing (Helfrich & Bosh, 2011), and teachers should use assessment data to make decisions
on instruction and student outcomes (Ortiz & Robertson, 2018).
Suggestions for Further Research
Research suggests achievement gaps exist between ELLs and non-ELLs, but the effect or
risk of these gaps is not well researched. More research on the ELL population and the effects of
achievement gaps would provide insight into the long-term detriments of achievement gaps on
particular aspects of ELLs’ lives beyond school, such as their careers, income, and quality of life.
Furthermore, while the literature provides some recommendations for content of PD
regarding ELLs and methods of providing that PD, more research could help indicate which
options would be best in different contexts. For instance, some research suggests that teachers
should gain a foundational understanding of language acquisition before learning about specific
scaffolds and strategies (Berg & Huang, 2015; Salva & Matis, 2017). Other research suggests
that teacher preparation programs should be improved so that teachers have ELL training before
entering the field (Ortiz & Robertson, 2018). But for veteran teachers, some researchers advise
using the expertise in one’s district, such as instructional coaches and ELL teachers, to provide
learning opportunities and support for serving ELLs (Russell & Von Esch, 2018). Berg and
Huang (2015) specifically acknowledge this gap in the research, and address helping teachers to
become more linguistically sensitive through in-service/professional development. The studies in
this literature review have limitations though. In particular, the studies completed by Berg and
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Huang (2015), Cavazos et al. (2018), Hanson-Thomas et al., (2018), He et al. (2018), and Russell
and Von Esch (2018), are limited in that they do not examine the effects of the PD on ELL
students’ achievement over time or thoroughly examine teachers continued use of linguistically
sensitive strategies for ELLs over an extensive period of time. Thus, more research examining
content, delivery, and implementation of ELL PD for teachers who work with ELLs will help to
fill a gap in the research, as well as enrich some of the existing literature.
Additionally, further research looking at the direct effects of sustained usage of ELL
strategies on student outcomes would be beneficial. While the literature indicates effective
strategies based largely on teacher experience (August, 2008; Barrow & Markman-Pithers, 2016;
Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Facella et al., 2005; Ferlazzo, 2012; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski,
2018; Gray & Fleischman, 2004; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Krashen et al., 2017; Mikel et al.,
2017; Nargund-Joshi & Bautista, 2016; Ortiz & Robertson, 2018; Russell & Von Esch, 2018;
Salva & Matis, 2017; Seidlitz, 2018; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008; Walqui & Heritage, 2018), many
of the articles do not specify the studies that demonstrate these strategies to be effective with
ELLs. Additionally, a topic that seems to be missing in particular is differentiating assessments
for ELLs. Very few articles acknowledge assessing and grading ELLs and how (or if)
assessments and grading practices should be differentiated for ELLs. Ultimately, specific studies
examining student outcomes because of continued use of the “effective” ELL strategies would
help to indicate their influence on student learning and language development.
Conclusion
The growing population of ELLs in school systems has presented districts, teachers, and
students with a myriad of challenges. However, researchers and educators have found strategies
through studies and experience that support ELLs’ academic achievement and language
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development across grade and content levels. Additionally, several studies indicated that topic
specific, collaborative PD with time to practice and follow-up is a valuable option (Berg &
Huang, 2015; Brown & Militello, 2016; Hansen-Thomas et al., 2018; He et al., 2018). Thus,
through PD, teachers in the target district can learn about these strategies to use in their own
classrooms with their ELLs.
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Need for School Improvement Project
Setting
The research site for this school improvement plan is a rural school district in Iowa. The
state’s school report card for 2019 indicated ELLs make up 5.7% of the district’s total student
population (Iowa Department of Education, 2018d). While the total student population enrolled
in the district has remained fairly consistent since the 2016-2017 school year—2230 total
students in 2016 and 2193 total students in 2020—the ELL population has grown from 85 ELLs
in 2016-2017 to 125 ELLs in 2019-2020 (Iowa Department of Education, 2018d).
State Assessment Data
On school registration paperwork, parents must mark whether another language is spoken
in the home or whether the child’s first language is a language other than English. If the parent
indicates one or both of the aforementioned conditions, then the child is screened for ELL
services. If the student is identified as an ELL based on testing, this reporting is reflected in the
ELL numbers found on the School Report Card. However, some students do not correctly report
their ELL status when completing the demographic section of their annual standardized tests;
thus the number of ELLs in regard to math and reading proficiency appear lower than the
district’s total number of ELLs.
On the district’s school report card for 2019, gaps in achievement between ELLs and
non-ELLs are evident. ELLs’ performance on state assessments in math show that 43.4% (25/53)
of ELLs met the proficiency benchmark, while 80.42% (1,027/1277) of non-ELL students met
the proficiency benchmark (Iowa Department of Education, 2018h). As for English/language
arts, 26.4% (14/53) of ELLs met the proficiency benchmark while 77.17% (987/1279) of nonELLs met the proficiency benchmark (Iowa Department of Education, 2018h). These statistics
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are significant because they demonstrate an achievement gap within the district for ELLs and
non-ELLs meeting the proficiency benchmark in math and reading.
Even though achievement gaps exist between ELLs and non-ELLs in the target district,
ELLs are showing growth towards proficiency. In particular, ELLs showed greater growth than
non-ELLs in the district for reading (Iowa Department of Education, 2018g). Specifically, 50%
of ELLs showed growth, whereas 43% of all students showed growth in progress towards
reading proficiency (Iowa Department of Education, 2018g). As for math, ELLs showed
comparable growth to non-ELLs with 54% of each group demonstrating growth towards
proficiency (Iowa Department of Education, 2018g).
ELPA21 Data
Regarding English language proficiency, in 2018-2019, 15/125 ELLs (12%) scored
proficient on the 2019 English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21st Century (ELPA21)
(Iowa Department of Education, 2018f). For the 2019-2020 school year, 25/125 ELLs (20%)
scored proficient on the 2020 ELPA21 (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020). To exit, a student
must score at least a 4 (Early Advanced) in each of the four domains tested: reading, writing,
speaking, and listening (Iowa Department of Education, 2018f). A student can also score a
combination of 4s and 5s, or all 5s (Advanced), to score proficient and exit an ELL program. Of
the 25 students in the district who exited for the 2019-2020 school year, the majority (22/25, or
88%) were elementary students while 3/25 (12%) were secondary students (Cambium
Assessment, Inc., 2020). Additionally, most other students (104/125, or 83%) who were tested
showed growth, while only a few showed regressions in just one of the four domains (21/125, or
17%) (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020). Overall, the district’s ELLs are making progress
towards English language proficiency.
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Taking a closer look at the specific scores for each domain reveals areas of concern. For
instance, 56 elementary students (70%) scored a 3 or lower on reading and 67 (84%) scored a 3
or lower on writing (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020). As for listening, 35 elementary students
(43%) scored a 3 or lower on listening and 46 (58%) scored a 3 or lower on speaking (Cambium
Assessment, Inc., 2020). At the secondary, 42 students (93%) scored a 3 or lower on reading and
41 (91%) scored a 3 or lower on writing (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020). Comparatively, 26
secondary students (58%) scored a 3 or lower on listening and 33 (73%) scored a 3 or lower on
speaking. According to this district’s ELPA21 data, writing and reading are primary concerns for
both elementary and secondary students, whereas listening and speaking are less concerning.
Conditions for Learning
The Conditions for Learning Survey completed by 3rd through 12th graders in the target
district during the spring of 2019 provides information regarding students’ perceptions at school.
Of the 125 ELLs in the target district, a little over half of them (67/125 students) felt they had a
positive adult-student relationship at school (Iowa Department of Education, 2018b). Compared
to other subgroups, ELLs felt the least connected to an adult at school, as students in the low
socio-economic status subgroup and students with disabilities subgroup felt more connected with
an adult at 60.57% (149/246 students) and 70.99% (115/162 students), respectively (Iowa
Department of Education, 2018b). Just over 27% of ELLs (34/123 students) in the target district
felt emotionally safe, whereas 39.52% of ELLs (49/124 students) felt physically safe (Iowa
Department of Education, 2018b). Overall, ELLs felt more emotionally and physically safe at
school than other subgroups. Approximately 35% of ELLs (44/126 students) indicated a positive
student-student relationship at school (Iowa Department of Education, 2018b). In comparison to
the percentage of all students who felt they had a positive student-student relationship at school,
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41.7% (588/1410 students), the ELL percentage is slightly lower (Iowa Department of
Education, 2018b). Largely, this data from ELLs indicates that the conditions for learning for
ELLs can be improved in the target district.
Attendance
According to the Student Reporting in Iowa (SRI) collection for the 2017-2018 school
year, attendance of ELLs in the target school district was slightly lower than the state average;
92.9% of the district’s ELLs regularly attended school, while 94.5% of all the ELLs in the state
of Iowa regularly attended school (Iowa Department of Education, 2018a). Chronic absenteeism
was more of an issue for ELLs for the target district than any other subgroup during the 20172018 school year. Of the 9.8% of students who were chronically absent, over 1/5 (20%) were
ELLs, which is higher than the state average (14.7%) (Iowa Department of Education, 2018c).
Attendance is significant—if students are not attending school, teachers are unable to support
them.
Educator Feedback
Educator feedback in the target district provides insights into specific needs of the
district’s ELLs. Since the ELL program was primarily an elementary focused program during the
2018-2019 school year, elementary educators who had ELLs in their classroom were surveyed
by the district’s ELL department in the spring of 2019. Of the 21 teachers surveyed, 12
responded (57%). These 12 teachers indicated they felt ELLs’ greatest academic difficulties were
comprehension and writing. One elementary teacher shared, “I don’t always know what they
need help with unless they ask” (LCSD ELL Department, 2019). When asked about ELLs’
strengths, the common themes in teachers’ responses were that ELLs have a strong work ethic
and want to do well. One teacher said, “They typically love school and love learning!” (LCSD
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ELL Department, 2019). Another teacher indicated that her ELLs were more comfortable at
school and were “starting to ask for more help” (LCSD ELL Department, 2019). To
contextualize the data, it is important to note that of the teachers who responded to the survey, 8
of the 12 (66%) had fewer than 5 language learners in their classrooms while 4 of the 12 (33%)
had 6 or more. Now that the target district has more ELLs across grade levels, the ELL
department should survey all K-12 teachers in order to update the educator feedback data.
Significance of Data
The data from the 2019 school report card demonstrates that not all ELLs are proficient
in reading or math in the target district. The ELPA21 data indicates the district’s ELLs are
making progress towards English language proficiency, and that 20% (25/125) of the ELLs
exited the program for the 2019-2020 school year. The feedback from the elementary teachers
correlates with the ELPA21 data, in that the district’s ELLs need more support in reading and
writing. The Conditions for Learning Survey and attendance data suggest more can be done to
help ELLs feel welcome and comfortable at school. Altogether, this data indicates the need for
training for K-12 teachers to better serve ELLs in the target district in their classrooms by
addressing language learning within their content instruction.
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Rationale for Professional Development
Purpose
The driving question of this school improvement plan is “how does PD involving SLA
theories and experience and research-based strategies help teachers perceive their ability to
educate ELLs in their classrooms?” The goal of this school improvement plan is to answer this
question by providing meaningful PD involving SLA theories and experience and research-based
strategies to help teachers meet the needs of their ELL students. The short-term goal of this plan
is to help teachers feel more prepared to plan for and effectively teach ELL students.
Participants
This PD will be available to 134 elementary, middle school, and high school teachers
who have an average of 18 years of teaching experience across the target district (Iowa
Department of Education, 2019a). Of these 134 teachers, 57 (42.5%) hold an advanced degree
(Iowa Department of Education, 2019a). Since this PD will be offered in addition to the required
district PD, participation is voluntary.
PD Facilitator
The PD facilitator is a graduate student who is certified to teach 5-12 English, K-12
English as a second language (ESL), and K-12 reading for the state of Iowa. The PD facilitator
has 2 years of high school English teaching experience and 2.5 years of K-12 ELL teaching
experience.
Schedule
The PD will take place in six, 1-hour sessions that include several elements of effective
PD, such as direct teaching with time to collaborate, practice, and receive feedback (Brown &
Militello, 2016; Cavazos, Linan-Thompson, & Ortiz, 2018). Each PD session will have a
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separate, but relevant topic so teachers have the opportunity to learn and apply something new
following each session (Brown & Militello, 2016).
The PD is planned in 1-hour increments, so the new learning is not too long or
cumbersome (Brown & Militello, 2016). While Cavazos et al. (2018) suggest that job-embedded
professional development (JEPD)—PD that takes place during the workday—is an effective
model, in the target school district additional PD takes place before or after school outside of
contract time, which is 8 AM to 4 PM. This PD will take place in the fall or the spring and will
be offered before or after school (7-8 AM or 4-5 PM) for any K-12 teacher interested in
attending.
Pre-Survey
Teachers will complete a pre-survey (see Appendix A) prior to the PD so the PD
facilitator can collect data on teachers’ perceptions of their preparedness to work with ELLs.
Brown and Militello (2016) emphasize the need for PD to be relevant to teachers and to lead to
professional growth and improved instructional changes in the classroom. Thus, this pre-survey
will help the facilitator gain background knowledge, like teachers’ current practices with ELLs in
their teaching contexts, so the PD can be better tailored to the participants and their specific
needs. The facilitator will also be able to collect baseline data to use at the end of the PD session
to determine if the perception of professional growth occurs because of the PD.
The PD facilitator will initially use the graphs Google generates to analyze the data. If
further analysis is required, the meeting facilitator will use mean, median, and mode to find
commonalities among the responses. For the open-ended questions, responses will be organized
through themes that emerge. At the conclusion of the PD, the facilitator will compare the presurvey responses to the post-survey (see Appendix H) responses to identify changes in teachers’
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perceptions of preparedness. This comparison between pre- and post-survey responses was
effective for Huang and Berg (2015) who compared their pre- and post-survey data to determine
the changes in perception and learning teachers acquired over the course of their in-service PD
program.
PD Structure and Resources
The structure of the PD follows a meeting facilitation format described in the handout
Adult Learning Theory and Meeting Format (Northwestern College, n.d.). This structure has
been selected because it allows for new information to be shared, followed by time to process
that new information. The processing opportunities will allow teachers to apply their new
learning through meaningful, collaborative activities (Berg & Huang, 2015; Cavazos et al., 2018;
Brown & Militello, 2016). Within each PD session, a meeting objective has been identified,
followed by a meeting opener, a structured activity, a group processing opportunity, a second
structured activity, a second group processing opportunity, and a closure. During the closure,
teachers will reflect and post their new learning to a group Padlet (see Appendix I). Hunter and
Hall (2017), as well as Krutka et al. (2016), discuss the increase in social networking and the
impactful surge in digital sharing of resources among educators. Thus, Padlet has been selected
because it can be easily added to and shared by teachers. Furthermore, collaboration among
teachers, as well as reflection, are effective approaches to professional development that lead to
professional growth (Brown & Militello, 2016; Cavazos et al., 2018).
To complement the PD plan, Google Slides will provide visual support (see Appendices
B-G). The meeting facilitator will also provide the PD attendees with resources. While the
literature does not directly indicate the usefulness of providing visual support or additional
resources for teachers, Brown and Militello (2016) emphasize that good instructional strategies
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for students should also be considered and used for teachers when providing effective
professional development. Some of these resources will be printed and some will be provided
digitally on a Padlet (see Appendix I). The resources that will be printed will be handouts that
will be used during the PD sessions (see Appendices B-G) so teachers can collaborate and
complete group processing activities (Brown & Militello, 2016; Cavazos et al., 2018). Some of
the digital resources, like the ELP standards, are hundreds of pages long and not feasible to print
for each attendee but can be accessed with a link on the Padlet (Hunter & Hall, 2017; Krutka, et
al., 2016).
Grouping
Researchers, teachers, and principals agree that meaningful collaboration is essential to
effective professional development (Brown & Militello, 2016; Cavazos et al., 2018; Hunter &
Hall, 2017). Since the PD is for K-12 teachers, grouping has been determined for each day of the
PD, so the group processing activities are most beneficial for all teachers depending upon the
topic. Grouping is specified on each PD plan, as well as the Google Slides, so teachers will know
who to sit with for that day. For most of the PD sessions, teachers will sit in either grade level
teams or content area teams to work on applying their learning to their common teaching context.
In the target district, the elementary teachers often collaborate as grade level teams,
whereas the secondary teachers collaborate in content areas. Thus, the PD sessions will have
teachers collaborating with their typical teams, especially for planning activities using the PD
session information to ensure it is meaningful. However, the PD facilitator will have teachers
work in a group of at least one elementary teacher, one 6-8 teacher, and one 9-12 teacher during
one day of the PD for teachers to have the opportunity to share experiences across grade levels
and content areas.
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PD Session 1
Language acquisition has been selected as the first PD session (see Appendix B) because
teachers will need to have background knowledge on how language learners acquire a new
language (Berg & Huang, 2015; Cavazos et al., 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria,
2008). This background knowledge will help teachers to gain a better understanding for their
students so that they can use appropriate strategies and develop activities and assessments for
these students (Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). More specifically, the PD
session will begin with information on several SLA theories, including the Critical/Sensitive
Period Hypothesis (Bailey & Heritage, 2010), as well as the Input and Output Hypotheses (Lems
et al., 2017). Although other SLA theories exist, these theories help to contextualize language
learning for educators (Bailey & Heritage, 2010). Teachers will have an opportunity to activate
their prior knowledge by completing a Know, Want to Know, and Learned (KWL) chart to
record current knowledge about SLA, what they want to know about SLA, and what they have
learned about SLA (Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). This activity is included because Brown and
Militello (2016) recommend providing teachers with effective teaching supports in PD just like a
teacher would provide for a student in a lesson.
Next, the meeting facilitator will discuss the ELL identification process, ELPA21
assessment information, and ELP standards. This information will be shared to help teachers
understand how ELLs are identified in the district, what assessment data is available to help
classify students’ proficiency levels, and the standards to use to differentiate activities for
students (Bunch et al., 2013; Council of Chief State School Officers, 2014). To implement their
new learning, teachers will be given a sort that includes examples of student work ranging from a
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Level 1 to a Level 5. The teachers will need to pair the ELP level with the matching work. This
activity will help illustrate what each proficiency level “looks” like (Vogt & Echevarria, 2008).
This session will include an additional structured activity to highlight how ELLs are
assets to our classrooms (August, 2008; Ferlazzo, 2012; Gray & Fleischman, 2004; Mikel et al.,
2017; Russell & Von Esch, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017; Seidlitz, 2018) because Diaz et al.
(2016) found that teachers’ perceptions of ELLs affected the ELLs’ perceptions of their own
value and academic ability. During the subsequent group processing, each table will create
norms for their grade level and/or content area teams to hold themselves accountable for viewing
the ELLs in their classrooms as assets. This activity to establish norms has been included
because Salva and Matis (2017) and Walqui and Heritage (2018) share that when students have
ownership in norms or a social contract, they are more likely to abide by it.
PD Session 2
Teachers will learn how supportive classroom communities are crucial to ELLs’ language
learning and development (Salva & Matis, 2017; Walqui & Heritage, 2018). This PD session is
second because, much like language acquisition, establishing a proper learning environment is
foundational to serving ELLs. In this PD session (see Appendix C), teachers will learn about the
supportive classroom community and ways to establish such within their own classrooms. Then,
teachers will be given time to develop a plan for their students to build a classroom contract to
ensure a supportive community (Salva & Matis, 2017; Walqui & Heritage, 2018). Teachers will
be given this work time so they can collaborate and develop a plan that will be ready to be used
in their own classrooms (Berg & Huang, 2015; Brown & Militello, 2016; Hansen-Thomas et al.,
2018; He et al., 2018).
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Next, teachers will learn about peer interactions and how they benefit ELLs’ language
development and content learning (Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011). To give
teachers an opportunity to apply their learning (Berg & Huang, 2015; Brown & Militello, 2016;
Hansen-Thomas et al., 2018; He et al., 2018), the meeting facilitator will discuss two options for
the group processing activity: teachers can brainstorm and develop 3-5 activities for peer
interactions for their teaching context or they can develop a peer interaction for a lesson or
activity that they have brought along to the PD session. The facilitator will give teachers these
two options so that the teachers can choose an activity that best suits their needs (Cavazos et al.,
2018). At the end of the work time, teachers will either have several general activities to use in
their classrooms for peer interactions or at least one specific peer interaction for a lesson or
activity from a lesson they already teach (Brown & Militello, 2016; Cavazos et al., 2018).
PD Session 3
During the third PD session (see Appendix D), teachers will learn about reading and
writing strategies for ELLs. This topic is third since the language learners in the target district
demonstrate the most need for reading and writing support based on their ELPA21 scores
(Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020). The facilitator will open by modeling content and language
objectives and a literacy strategy (included at the end of the PD Day 3 plan) (Vogt &
Echevarria). The facilitator will first provide information regarding book selection; the benefits
of previewing, viewing, and reviewing a text; and the power of read alouds (Mikel et al., 2017;
Krashen et al., 2017). The facilitator will emphasize how these literacy strategies can be used
across content and grade levels. Then, teachers will have time to select one of the
aforementioned reading strategies and make a plan for using it in their classroom (Berg &
Huang, 2015; Brown & Militello, 2016; Hansen-Thomas et al., 2018; He et al., 2018). The goal
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of this activity is for teachers to apply their learning to their teaching context (Cavazos et al.,
2018). The facilitator will also provide teachers with a “menu” of additional options in case
teachers finish before the next structured activity. By providing a menu of options, the facilitator
can model another way to differentiate for learners who are at different skill levels (Brown &
Militello, 2016).
Next, the facilitator will discuss writing strategies, highlighting sentence starters and
writing frames, shared writing experiences (Bunch et al., 2013; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva &
Matis, 2017), and micro-writing opportunities (Ferlazzo, 2018). These writing strategies are
experience-based and can be used across grade levels and content areas. Last, teachers will select
one of the writing strategies and make a plan for using it in a lesson (Berg & Huang, 2015;
Brown & Militello, 2016; Hansen-Thomas et al., 2018; He et al., 2018). Again, the facilitator
will provide teachers with a “menu” of additional options in case teachers finish before the next
structured activity (Brown & Militello, 2016).
PD Session 4
The topic of the fourth PD session is assessments (see Appendix E). During this PD
session, teachers will identify the purpose or goal of an assessment in order to differentiate for
ELLs (Barrow & Markman-Pithers, 2011; Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Bunch et al.,
2013; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017; Walqui & Heritage, 2018). The facilitator
will model pairing an ELP Standard with the skill or skills he or she intends to assess (Council of
Chief State School Officers, 2014). Backwards planning is best practice when developing a unit
of study (Vogt & Echevarria, 2008), and ELP Standards can be included in the backwards
planning process to help a teacher identify the intended outcome for ELLs regarding language
(Council of Chief State School Officers, 2014). During the group processing, teachers will work
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in grade level or content area teams to review the ELP Standards and select the standards that
apply to the assessment they have brought along to workshop (Brown & Militello, 2016).
Then in the second structured activity teachers will learn about using checks for
understanding (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Salva & Matis, 2017; Walqui & Heritage,
2018), why assessments should reflect what is being assessed (Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva &
Matis, 2017), the importance of assessing in the L2 and L1 when possible (Barrow & MarkmanPithers, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017), and using assessment data to make decisions (Ortiz &
Robertson, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017). The facilitator will expand on the backwards planning
example from the previous structured activity explicitly showing the connection between the
assessment differentiation and the ELP Standard (Brown & Militello, 2016). During the second
group processing, teachers will be given an opportunity to practice differentiating a question or
two on an assessment from their own curriculum using the ELP standard(s) they identified in the
first group processing (Berg & Huang, 2015; Brown & Militello, 2016; Hansen-Thomas et al.,
2018; He et al., 2018).
PD Session 5
During this PD session (see Appendix F), teachers will learn about general strategies to
use with ELLs. The facilitator will model these strategies in an opener activity (Brown &
Militello, 2016) and teachers will write down their observations. Then, the facilitator will
provide background information on specific general strategies, including wait time (Brice &
Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011), modeling
(August, 2008; Facella et al., 2005; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Gray & Fleischman, 2004;
Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva & Matis, 2017), providing visual support, gesturing, adapting
speech (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011), and using small group
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activities (Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017), which can be used with any age
group in any content area. This session is fifth because these general strategies can be used in
conjunction with all of the other strategies that have been discussed in previous sessions.
During the first structured activity, the meeting facilitator will focus on describing and
modeling wait time, modeling, and visual support (Brown & Militello, 2016). Then teachers will
be given a planning sheet and asked to select two of the three strategies they feel they can
implement into their own teaching (Berg & Huang, 2015; Brown & Militello, 2016; HansenThomas et al., 2018; He et al., 2018). They will make a plan on how and when they will
implement these into their teaching. Next, the meeting facilitator will provide teachers with
information regarding gesturing, adapting speech, and small group/peer interactions. Teachers
will be asked to select two additional strategies and to add them to their planning sheet,
acknowledging how and when they will implement these strategies into their teaching.
PD Session 6
During this final PD session (see Appendix G), teachers will apply their learning from the
previous five days to a lesson, assessment, or unit from their teaching context. Teachers will
select something (at least one lesson and one assessment) that they are ready to differentiate and
use with their learners, and the meeting facilitator will provide feedback and guidance as needed.
This workday has been included because work time with feedback and support has been
identified as an effective PD strategy (Berg & Huang, 2015; Brown & Militello, 2016; HansenThomas et al., 2018; He et al., 2018).
Post-Survey
The post-survey (see Appendix H) will also address teachers’ perceptions of their
preparedness to work with ELLs, much like the pre-survey. Both the pre-survey and post-survey
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are similar so the facilitator can compare teachers’ responses and determine any meaningful
similarities and/or differences in teachers’ perceptions. The facilitator will use a Google form for
the post-survey. A few additional questions will be included in the post-survey, such as what
kind of follow-up the teachers prefer. Berg and Huang (2015), Brown and Militello (2016),
Hansen-Thomas et al. (2018), and He et al. (2018) have identified follow-up support as a
characteristic of effective PD. Teachers’ responses will help the facilitator meaningfully check in
with teachers. Further, this follow-up will be important to observe how well and how frequently
teachers implement their learning from the PD.
Similar to the pre-survey, the meeting facilitator will initially use the graphs that Google
generates to analyze the post-survey data. If further analysis is required, the meeting facilitator
will use mean, median, and mode to find commonalities among the responses. Dependent
samples t-tests will assist the facilitator in identifying significant differences in the responses
between the pre- and post-survey to identify areas of significant change. For the open-ended
questions, the facilitator will look for common themes among the responses and group them
together.
Follow-Up
The meeting facilitator will plan to follow-up with teachers who attend the PD so the
facilitator can provide each teacher with additional support in applying their new knowledge in
their teaching context(s) (Berg & Huang, 2015; Brown & Militello, 2016; Cavazos et al., 2018).
The follow-up will initially be an email checking in to see what questions or concerns the
teachers might have. Since PD is most effective when it is implemented and supported, this
initial email will also ask teachers if they would like to set up a time to meet and discuss their
questions or concerns, or if they would like to collaborate in some way (Brown &Militello, 2016;
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Hansen-Thomas et al., 2018; He et al., 2018). A quarter (45 days) after the PD, the facilitator
will send out another email checking in with teachers. This email will be similar to the initial
email, asking about questions and concerns and whether or not a teacher would like to meet
and/or collaborate. The goal of this follow-up is to help teachers implement their learnings,
trouble-shoot as needed, and collaborate to best serve the ELLs. Depending upon the first two
“check-ins” with teachers, the facilitator will decide if an additional check-in is necessary to
further support teachers in effectively utilizing their new learning.
Conclusion and Implications
The goal of this PD is to improve teachers’ perceptions of their ability to plan for and
meet the needs of their ELLs. The pre-survey will help the PD facilitator collect baseline data
and tailor the training to the PD attendees. The PD will provide teachers with experience and
research-based strategies to implement in their own teaching contexts to support ELLs. The postsurvey data will help the PD facilitator understand how the PD has affected teachers’ perceptions
on their ability to serve their ELLs. Further, this post-survey data will also help the PD facilitator
to understand what worked well in the PD, what the facilitator can improve upon for future PD
sessions, and which teachers would like additional support through coaching, observations, and
collaboration.
While a teacher’s perception of being able to help ELLs is significant, even more
significant is how effective the teacher’s awareness of language acquisition and use of strategies
for ELLs is in the long run. Thus, ideas for future research include the effectiveness of this kind
of PD on students’ academic performance over time, attendance habits, comfort at school, and
graduation rates. Another research opportunity would be to examine teachers’ practice after
having the PD. Do they continue to use these responsive strategies for their ELLs? How
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frequently are they using these strategies? What kind of follow-up do teachers need in order to
continue implementing effective strategies for ELLs? These questions and research ideas have
the potential to expand upon this initial project in order to continue improving upon a district’s
service for their ELLs.
Ultimately, ELLs are valuable assets to our classrooms, and teachers must be committed
to serving this diverse population. ELLs bring their unique life experiences with them, as well as
their varied cultural traditions, which have the opportunity to enrich academic lessons and the
lives of students and teachers. ELLs are capable learners who, with the proper support, care, and
appreciation, can become proficient in English and achieve academically in school.
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Pre-Survey
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Appendix B

Professional Development Day 1: Second Language Acquisition
Time: 60 minutes
Teachers’ Materials: notetaking materials (i.e. notebook, pen/pencil, computer)
Facilitator’s Materials (included at the end of the plan): digital presentation, KWL charts,
sorts, Padlet
Attendees: K-12 teachers
Grouping: grade level and/or content area teams
Intended Outcome/Meeting Objective (2 minutes): The meeting facilitator will share the
intended outcome, which is the following: By learning background information on language
acquisition, teachers will be able to understand language learning levels and create or adjust
learning opportunities for the language learners in their classrooms. The facilitator will also share
the agenda: opener, structured activity, group processing, structured activity, group processing,
and closure.
Opener (4 minutes): Teachers will work on a Know, Want to Know, and Learned (KWL) chart
(see at the end of the PD Day 1 plan), describing what they know and what to know about
language acquisition and working with ELLs to activate their prior knowledge.
Structured Activity 1 (12 minutes): For the first structured activity, the facilitator will provide
background information on secondary language acquisition. (Please note: The facilitator will
elaborate on the information below as he or she sees fit. The facilitator will also provide visual
support for teachers through the use of a Google Slides presentation and handout, which can be
found in Appendix A.)
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According to Carol Salva, an ELL educator, “Understanding how language is acquired
sets the foundation for truly differentiating instruction to meet the needs of ELLs” (Salva
& Matis, 2017, p. 49).
o

Specifically, students’ linguistic needs can be met with instructional supports and
differentiation strategies for activities, assignments, and assessments (Berg &
Huang, 2015; Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008)

•

Several Second Language Acquisition Theories include the Critical/Sensitive Period
Hypothesis (Bailey & Heritage, 2010) and the Input Hypothesis and Output Hypothesis
(Lems, Miller, & Soro, 2017)
o The Critical/Sensitive Period Hypothesis states that learners of a language will be
able to gain native-like levels of proficiency if they are exposed to the second
language during the critical/sensitive period. (Bailey & Heritage, 2010).
o The Input Hypothesis indicates that students need to be exposed to language at a
comprehensible level to acquire it (Lems et al., 2017).
▪

Comprehensible input needs to be slightly challenging to progress
language development (Krashen et al., 2017; Lems et al., 2017; Salva &
Matis, 2017)
•

Krashen et al. (2017) also argue that the input must be compelling
to intrigue and interest the learner to the point the learner “forgets”
that he or she is “learning”

o The Output Hypothesis suggests students need opportunities to interact and
produce language to acquire it (Lems et al., 2017).
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Salva and Matis (2017) recommend that output opportunities are lowstress and frequent for ELLs, so they feel comfortable speaking and
writing

•

Mozayan (2015) discusses language proficiency in terms of cognitive demand and use,
specifically referring to BICS and CALPS as described by Cummins.
o BICS: Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills
▪

used in informal social situations, like riding the bus, walking through the
halls, and going to the doctor’s office

o CALP: Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency.
▪

Used in formal interactions and skills for higher order tasks, like
comparing, categorizing, synthesizing, evaluating, and inferring.

o Understanding BICS and CALP helps teachers consider the difficulty of tasks
they assign to students so they can differentiate for students’ level of
understanding in English (He et al., 2018)
Group Processing 1 (5 minutes): Teachers will take 3 minutes to complete the “L” (learned)
portion of the KWL chart from the opener. They will share how this “L” will affect their
perception of ELLs, as well as their practice with ELLs in their classroom. During the last 2
minutes, teachers will discuss as a group how they will hold themselves accountable to these
plans.
Structured Activity 2 (8 minutes): The facilitator will provide teachers with information on the
ELL identification process, the state assessments that inform students’ placement in the ELL
program, and the ELP standards.
•

Process
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o In Iowa for the 2020-2021 school year, if a student’s home language survey
indicates exposure to or use of another language in the home, the student will be
screened for ELL using the ELPA21 Dynamic Screener.
▪

Once screened, if the student scores proficient, he or she will not qualify
for ELL services. If the student scores emerging or progressing, the
parents will be notified and given the option to accept or waive services.

o If the student is already in the ELL program, the ELL team will make a decision
for his or her ELL services based on the ELPA21 summative assessment results
and teacher feedback.
•

ELPA21
o

Describes English proficiency as emerging, progressing, or proficient (Cambium
Assessment, Inc., 2020).
▪

Emerging: the student has not yet reached a level of English language
proficiency to complete higher-order thinking tasks, like producing and
interpreting content (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020).

▪

Progressing: the student is “approaching” a level of proficiency at which
the student can complete higher-order thinking skills (Cambium
Assessment, Inc., 2020, Individual Student Report section).

▪

Proficient: the student has achieved a level of English language
proficiency to independently complete higher order thinking tasks
(Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020).

•

The ELPA21 also defines a student’s proficiency by level.
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1-Beginning, 2-Early Intermediate, 3-Intermediate, 4-Early Advanced, and 5Advanced (Cambium Assessment, Inc., 2020).

•

ELP Standards (available on the Padlet; facilitator will display on slides and gesture as
needed)
o Standards 1-7 involve the language and skills students need in order to participate
in other content classes (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2014).
o Standards 8-10 expand on the skills in standards 1-7.
o

The ELP standards are constant across grade levels, but the five level descriptors
are adjusted for the 5 different grade bands.
▪

The grade bands are kindergarten, first and second grade, third through
fifth grade, sixth through eighth grade, and ninth through twelfth grade.

o Anecdote: if a student scored a Level 2 for writing, then the student is generally
capable of performing the skills within the Level 2 indicator of the ELP Standards
regarding writing. The student’s teacher will need to look at the Level 3 indicators
for the ELP standards regarding writing and provide appropriate scaffolds to help
the student reach that next level of English language proficiency in writing.
o Word of caution: a student’s language level is fluid and the scaffolds a teacher
provides should change with the student as his or her language develops (Bunch
et al., 2013; Council of Chief State School Officers, 2014).
Group Processing 2 (7 minutes): Teachers will be given a sort to complete (see at the end of the
PD Day 1 plan). The sort will contain examples of work produced by ELLs ranging from an ELL
producing Level 1 work to Level 5 work. The levels will be based on the ELPA21 levels that are
used in the state of Iowa. Teachers will need to pair the student work with the appropriate skill
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level. (This sort will also provide the facilitator with feedback on the teachers’ understanding of
language levels.) The facilitator will walk around and provide feedback to table groups as
needed. During the last 2 minutes of the group processing activity, tables will discuss their new
learnings and/or relevant observations from the activity.
Structured Activity 3 (10 minutes): The facilitator will briefly highlight the significance of
viewing ELLs as assets.
•

In a study completed by Diaz et al. (2016), ELLs identified the following:
o

Good teachers encourage, relate, listen, explain, and hold ELLs to high standards

o Bad teachers are negative, close-minded, unwilling to help, and hold unrealistic
expectations for ELLs
▪

In sum, teachers’ perceptions of students have a significant effect on
students.

▪

ELLs deserve teachers’ love, support, and respect because they are
human; our Christian faith requires we love students as parts of the body
of Christ (Holy Bible: NRSV Catholic Edition, 1993, 1 Corinthians 12).

•

ELLs bring varied perspectives and experiences to school (Ferlazzo, 2012; Gray &
Fleischman, 2004; Russell & Von Esch, 2018).

•

Viewing ELLs in the classroom as a benefit rather than a burden will help to establish
positive student-teacher relationships as well as a supportive classroom community
(Salva & Matis, 2017; Seidlitz, 2018).

Group Processing 3 (6 minutes): Each table will create 3-5 norms for their grade level and/or
content area teams to hold themselves accountable for viewing ELLs as assets.

ELL PD FOR K-12 TEACHERS

67

Closure (4 minutes): The facilitator will review the objective. Teachers are to snap if the
objective has been accomplished. Then they will add their new learning to the group Padlet.
KWL Chart
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Sorts
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Google Slides
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Appendix C

Professional Development Day 2: Supportive Classroom Community
Time: 60 minutes
Teachers’ Materials: activity/lesson, notetaking materials
Facilitator’s Materials (included at the end of the plan): Google Slides, Padlet
Attendees: K-12 teachers
Grouping: grade level and/or content area teams
Intended Outcome/Meeting Objective (2 minutes): Teachers will prepare questions for a class
contract and create opportunities for peer interaction in their learning contexts.
Opener (4 minutes): Teachers will make a list of the go-to peer interaction strategies they used
in their classrooms. They will make a list of pros and cons and then share with their group. The
facilitator will walk around and observe the independent and small group work. Then the
facilitator will take a few examples to share with the entire PD session. As the facilitator shares
the examples, he or she will tie these to the goal of fostering a supportive, interactive classroom.
Structured Activity 1 (12 minutes): During the first structured activity, the facilitator will
provide background information on establishing and maintaining a welcoming class climate.
•

A supportive classroom community can support and increase students’ self-confidence
and willingness to take risks (i.e.: speaking in class, answering questions, participating in
activities) (Ferlazzo, 2012; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018). This is important since ELLs
are less likely to speak out or participate in class because they are afraid of making
mistakes and embarrassing themselves in front of their peers (Ferlazzo, 2012; Ferlazzo &
Sypnieski, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017).
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A supportive classroom community can foster positive student-teacher relationships,
which has the potential to lead to increased student achievement (Barrow & MarkmanPithers, 2016; Ferlazzo, 2012; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018).

•

If the classroom is welcoming, it helps promote respect among students. Further,
“[respecting] diversity is integral to bringing students of different cultures together”
(Helfrich & Bosh, 2011, Barrier #1 section)
o Salva and Matis (2017) and Walqui & Heritage (2018) agree with this and supply
the “Social Contract” as a method to accomplish the respectful, supportive
classroom community.
▪

The purpose of the social contract, or classroom contract, is to allow
students to take ownership for their learning environment, which helps to
establish high expectations and provide behavior management (Diaz et al.,
2016; Salva & Matis, 2017; Walqui & Heritage, 2018).

Group Processing 1 (13 minutes): Teachers will work as a table group to prepare questions to
use when facilitating their own class contracts with their students. As they develop questions, the
teachers will also outline a plan for implementing the class contract in their own classrooms. The
facilitator will walk around to provide feedback and answer questions.
Structured Activity 2 (12 minutes): The facilitator will share that with a class contract, students
know the expectations of the classroom and how they are to act. Thus, a foundation for peer
interactions has been established. The facilitator will provide background information on peer
interactions:
•

Creating a language-rich classroom environment is essential in promoting ELLs language
growth. One way to do this is through peer interactions. August (2018) shares, “One of
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the key principles of instruction in a second language is enabling students to interact via
speaking, listening, reading, and writing with peers in their second language” (Encourage
Peer to Peer Learning Opportunities section). This is significant because it allows ELLs
to process language and receive feedback from one another in low-stress learning
situations (Salva & Matis, 2017).
•

Helfrich and Bosh (2011) have found that students learn as much—if not more—from
their peers than their teachers. With a supportive classroom environment, ELLs will feel
more comfortable speaking in pairs or small groups with their native English-speaking
peers. To add to this, Ferlazzo and Sypnieski (2018) share that ELLs “are more likely to
ask peers for assistance” (Cooperative Learning section.).

•

Strategies for peer interactions and collaborative learning amongst ELLs and nativeEnglish speakers should be planned ahead of time to be most effective (Coady et al.,
2016)
o Think-pair-share
o Sharing individual experiences/making connections to texts
o Pair/small group collaboration
o Cooperative learning

•

Resources to connect with other educators and learn about what other teachers are using
with their learnings (Hunter & Hall, 2018; Krutka et al., 2016)
o Professional Learning Network
▪

Twitter

▪

EdWeb

▪

Pinterest

ELL PD FOR K-12 TEACHERS
▪

76

Carol Salva’s blog (available on the Padlet)

Group Processing 2 (13 minutes): The teachers will be given two options for this processing
time.
•

Option 1: Teacher will work as a table group to brainstorm and develop 3-5 appropriate
peer interactions for their specific learning contexts.

•

Option 2: Teachers will work independently or with a teaching partner to apply a peer
interaction to a lesson or activity that they have brought along for the PD session.

After 10 minutes of work time, the facilitator will have groups share with the PD session.
Teachers may ask questions or provide feedback.
Closure (4 minutes): The facilitator will review the objective. Teachers are to snap if the
objective has been accomplished. Then they will add their new learning to the group Padlet.
Google Slides
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Appendix D

Professional Development Day 3: Literacy Strategies
Time: 60 minutes
Teachers’ Materials: lesson with literacy components, notetaking materials
Facilitator’s Materials (included at the end of the plan): Google Slides. model literacy
activity, Padlet
Attendees: K-12 teachers
Grouping: Teachers will sit in groups of 3-4; each group will need to have at least one
elementary, one middle, and one high school teacher. Teachers are encouraged to sit with
different content areas if possible.
Intended Outcome/Meeting Objective (2 minutes): After gaining background knowledge on
literacy and writing strategies for ELLs, teachers will differentiate an activity using a literacy and
writing strategy for their students.
Opener (4 minutes): The facilitator will use a content and language objective example and a
read aloud to model literacy strategies teachers can use in any teaching context. The facilitator
will ask teachers to jot down what they observe from the model activity (included at the end of
the PD Day 3 plan). Then teachers will discuss their observations as table groups. The facilitator
will walk around, listening and observing. Then, the groups will share their observations with the
PD session.
Structured Activity 1 (12 minutes): The facilitator will provide background knowledge on
several strategies that are boldfaced.
•

Mikel et al. (2017), Ferlazzo (2012), and Salva and Matis (2017) stress the significance
of book selection, encouraging teachers to consider multilingual and cultural texts so that
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students can relate or make connections to the content and characters. Helping students
make these connections to their prior experiences gives them something to associate
their new language with (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Ferlazzo, 2012; Ferlazzo
& Sypnieski, 2018; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011)
•

Ferlazzo and Sypnieski (2018) suggest a “preview-view-review” pattern with texts so
that ELLs can gain background information on the story before reading it. Then, Ferlazzo
and Sypnieski (2018) encourage an explicit review session so that students get exposure
to the content and language multiple times.

•

Read alouds are important for ELLs because the teacher can model how to read
expressively. Specifically, students will hear proper intonation and pausing (Mikel et al.,
2017; Krashen et al., 2017).

Group Processing 1 (13 minutes): During the group processing, teachers will select a strategy
from the structured activity and apply it to a lesson. Teachers will be provided a “menu” of
options if they finish this activity early. The menu will include the following options: brainstorm
ways to differentiate this activity for different skill levels, compare your activity with a partner
and give feedback to one another, or develop another literacy activity.
Structured Activity 2 (12 minutes): The facilitator will provide teachers with background
knowledge on writing strategies.
•

One writing strategy is using sentence starters or writing frames (Brice & RoseberryMcKibbin, 1999; Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; and Salva & Matis, 2017). This strategy
provides a scaffold so that ELLs can focus on a particular aspect of writing. A sentence
starter might be used to review what was done in class today, such as “Today, I
learned….”. Or, a teacher can use a sentence starter for students to respond orally to help
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structure a conversation. A writing frame might be a selection of sentence starters or parts
of sentences that ELLs can add to help build their writing. Sentence starters and writing
frames can be differentiated for ELLs based on their language needs. This scaffold can be
minimized and removed once students achieve the writing target.
•

Salva and Matis (2017) also suggest shared writing experiences. This is similar to an “I
do, we do, you do” scaffold. A teacher can discuss and/or model the writing experience if
appropriate for the writing goal (Bunch et al., 2013; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011). Then, the
teacher can facilitate a “we do” during which students work together to create a writing.
This can be done on poster paper and left in the room as a reference for students. By
following this pattern, students have three experiences (and two models) of the target
writing.

•

Ferlazzo (2018) describes the strategy of micro-writing as frequent, brief writing
experiences that promote, support, and strengthen writing for ELLs. By including microwriting experiences in lessons for ELLs, teachers are giving these language learners lowstress writing opportunities to write in English and receive feedback on their written
work.

Group Processing 2 (13 minutes): During the group processing, teachers will select a strategy
from the structured activity and apply it to a lesson or activity. Teachers will be provided a
“menu” of options if they finish this activity early. The menu will include the following options:
brainstorm ways to differentiate this activity for different skill levels, compare your activity with
a partner and give feedback to one another, or develop another writing activity.
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Closure (4 minutes): The facilitator will review the meeting objective. Teachers will snap if they
feel the objective has been accomplished. Then, teachers will add their new learning to the group
Padlet.
Google Slides
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Appendix E

Professional Development Day 4: Assessments
Time: 60 minutes
Teachers’ Materials: assessment, student ELPA 21 data, notetaking materials
Facilitator’s Materials (included at the end of the plan): Google Slides, ELP Standards,
Padlet
Attendees: K-12 teachers
Grouping: grade level and/or content area teams
Intended Outcome/Meeting Objective (2 minutes): Teachers will identify the purpose or goal
of an assessment, select a corresponding ELP Standard, and differentiate at least one question on
an assessment.
Opener (4 minutes): At their table groups, teachers will discuss their current planning and
assessing practices to get thinking about planning for assessments with ELLs in mind.
Structured Activity 1 (12 minutes): The facilitator will discuss backwards planning (Vogt &
Echevarria, 2008) and planning for the skills the teachers intend to assess.
•

Backwards planning is best practice when developing a unit of study (Vogt & Echevarria,
2008),
o ELP Standards can be included in the backwards planning process to help a
teacher identify the intended outcome for ELLs (Council of Chief State School
Officers, 2014).
o The facilitator will model identifying the purpose or goal of an assessment in
order to differentiate for ELLs (Barrow & Markman-Pithers, 2011; Brice &
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Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Bunch et al., 2013; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva &
Matis, 2017; Walqui & Heritage, 2018).
o Then, the facilitator will reference the ELP Standards to select an appropriate
standard to pair with the skill being assessed (Council of Chief State School
Officers, 2014).
Group Processing 1 (13 minutes): During the first 8 minutes of the group processing, teachers
will work in their grade level or content area teams to review the ELP Standards and select the
standards that apply to the assessment they have brought along to workshop. For the final 5
minutes, groups will share their selections with a neighboring table and discuss their choices.
Structured Activity 2 (12 minutes): The facilitator will discuss assessing ELLs and expand on
the following information:
•

Use checks for understanding for tasks. Teach students’ the instructions and vocabulary
so that they know what they are doing and can complete the task (Brice & RoseberryMcKibbin, 1999; Salva & Matis, 2017; Walqui & Heritage, 2018).

•

Assessments should reflect what teachers are assessing (Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Salva &
Matis, 2017).

•

If possible, assess frequently in both the L2 and L1 (Barrow & Markman-Pithers, 2011;
Salva & Matis, 2017). This helps teachers to track students’ learning and language
progression.

•

Use assessment data to make decisions on instruction and student outcomes (Ortiz &
Robertson, 2018; Salva & Matis, 2017).

Group Processing 2 (13 minutes): For the first 5 minutes, teachers will differentiate a question
or two on an assessment from their own classroom. They may work in pairs, or work
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independently, then compare with a peer. For the next 4 minutes, teachers will share their work
with their table groups. The teachers will ask and answer questions about their differentiated
questions and receive feedback from their peers. During the last 4 minutes, the facilitator will
take examples to share with the entire PD session.
Closure (4 minutes): The facilitator will review the objective. Teachers will snap if they
accomplished the objective. Then they will add their new learning to the Padlet.
Google Slides
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Appendix F

Professional Development Day 5: General Tools and Strategies
Time: 60 minutes
Teachers’ Materials: lesson. notetaking materials
Facilitator’s Materials (included at the end of the plan): Google slides, opener lesson,
planning sheets, Padlet
Attendees: K-12 teachers
Grouping: grade level and/or content area teams
Intended Outcome/Meeting Objective (2 minutes): Teachers will use general strategies to
support ELLs.
Opener (12 minutes): The facilitator will model an activity using general ELL supports.
Teachers will make a list of the strategies that they observe. They will share their observations
with their group and the facilitator will take examples to share with the entire PD session.
•

Model with gestures, visuals, sentence frames, wait time

Structured Activity 1 (11 minutes): The meeting facilitator will discuss the significance of 3
general strategies and how to incorporate them into one’s teaching.
▪

Wait time:
o Gives ELLs time to process information and language (Ferlazzo & Sypnieski,
2018; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011).
▪

Oftentimes, ELLs are thinking in more than one language (Ferlazzo &
Sypnieski, 2018)

▪

Modeling:
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o Provides a visual representation for ELLs (August, 2008; Facella et al., 2005;
Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Gray & Fleischman, 2004; Helfrich & Bosh, 2011;
Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008).
o Helps associate an action with the language so ELLs have an idea for what they
are expected to do.
▪

Visual support:
o Visual support, such as pictures, videos, and props, provide ELLs with something
tangible to associate new language (Vogt & Echevarria, 2008)

Group Processing 1 (10 minutes): Teachers will select 2 strategies from the structured activity
and develop a plan on how they will incorporate these strategies into their teaching. Teachers
will use the planning sheet.
Structured Activity 2 (11 minutes): The meeting facilitator will discuss the significance of 3
additional general strategies and how to incorporate them into one’s teaching.
▪

Gesturing:
o Gesturing directs an ELL’s attention. For example, if
▪

a teacher can gesture to the spot on the board that he or she is referring to
or hold his or her hand under each word as he or she reads to help ELLs
follow along (Salva & Matis, 2017; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008)

▪

Adapting speech:
o Be cautious of idioms (i.e. sayings, such as hit the hay) and avoid or at the very
least explain the sayings first (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999; Ferlazzo &
Sypnieski, 2018; Gray & Fleischman, 2004; Salva & Matis, 2017)
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o Consider rate of speech and vocabulary (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin, 1999;
Ferlazzo & Sypnieski, 2018; Gray & Fleischman, 2004; Salva & Matis, 2017;
Vogt & Echevarria, 2008).
▪

Speaking at a slower rate will help ELLs to process language better

▪

Using BICS vocabulary is simpler and the ELL will more likely know the
words compared to CALP or academic language (Mozayan, 2015)

▪

Small groups/peer interactions:
o More comfortable setting (Helfrich & Bosh, 2011)
o ELLS and non-ELLs to learn from each other (Helfrich & Bosh, 2011)
o Meaningful grouping to support the objectives of the lesson (Vogt & Echevarria,
2008)

Group Processing 2 (10 minutes): Teachers will select 2 strategies from the structured activity
and develop a plan on how they will incorporate these strategies into their teaching. Teachers
will use the planning sheet. Since ELL supports are most supportive when they are planned in
advance (Coady et al., 2016), teachers will make a specific plan for implementation within one
lesson. The facilitator will provide feedback and support to help teachers during this group
processing.
Closure (4 minutes): The facilitator will review the objective. Teachers will snap if they
accomplished the objective. Then they will add their new learning to the Padlet.
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Google Slides
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Opener Activity (adapted from Vogt & Echevarria, 2008)
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Planning Sheet
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Appendix G

Professional Development Day 6: Guided Work Time
Time: 60 minutes
Teachers’ Materials: lesson(s) and assessment(s) for differentiation, notes from the past 5
sessions
Facilitator’s Materials (included at the end of the plan): Google Slides, Padlet with resources,
post-survey (see Appendix H), Padlet
Attendees: K-12 teachers
Grouping: grade level and/or content area teams
Intended Outcome/Meeting Objective (2 minutes): Teachers will differentiate at least one
lesson and assessment for ELLs using the strategies from the previous 5 PD sessions.
Opener (4 minutes): Teachers will write at least two goals for the day, describing what they
hope to accomplish in the guided work time. They will also list any questions or concerns they
may have for the meeting facilitator so he or she can address those in a timely manner.
Structured Activity 1 (5 minutes): The facilitator will review strategies to differentiate lesson
activities for ELLs, and teachers will have an opportunity to ask questions.
Group Processing 1 (22 minutes): Teachers will work independently or in small groups to
differentiate at least one lesson for ELLs. The facilitator will walk around, answer questions, and
provide feedback. Towards the end of the Group Processing, neighboring groups will share their
lessons and differentiated activities with one another.
Structured Activity 2 (1 minute): The facilitator will check in on teachers and groups to
determine who needs feedback/support for the next Group Processing.
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Group Processing 2 (22 minutes): Teachers will work independently or in small groups to
differentiate at least one assessment for ELLs. The facilitator will walk around, answer
questions, and provide feedback. Towards the end of the Group Processing, neighboring groups
will share their differentiated assessments with one another.
Closure (4 minutes): The facilitator will review the objective. Teachers will snap if they
accomplished the objective. Then teachers will complete a survey reviewing the PD sessions.
Google Slides
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Appendix H
Post-Survey
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Appendix I
Padlet

